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IH E g publici's are too 1 badete 
with your regard for ancient Learn- 

ing, and for the advancetnent of Sacred Cri- 
ticiſm, not to anticipate any reaſons which 
1 might offer for publiſhing under the pa- 
tronage of your Lordſhip's s name an humble 
attempt to illustrate a much diſputed point 
in Sacred Antiquities, | "Waring therefore 
every thing, which a knowledge of your 
public character coud ſuggeſt, and the moſt 
grateful ſenſe of perſonal. reſpect coud die- 
tate, I ſhall content myfelf with accounting 
to your Lordſhip for the publication of the 
following Remarks. They were: occaſioned 
by a Pamphlet lately publiſhed, entitled, 
5 Evidence that the Relation of. Foſe -phus con- 
* cerning Herod's having new built the T emple 
* at Feruſalem is either. fal ſe or mi ifnterpreted. - 
Whichever concluſion be admitted, Joſephuss 
character 


(iv 1 
character is at take; If che . he be⸗ 


comes charged with a confuſed, negligent 
narrative; rendered purpoſely SE 


from a diſhoneſt intention of impoſing; on 
his readers, If the former, the imputed 


falſhood will tend to weaken the credi= \/ 


bility of his Teſtimony in general, ich 
every Chriſtlan, who inquires into the grounds 

ſider as interwoven with the fundamental 
reaſons of his faith. A full and juſt examĩ - 
nation af the Hiſtorical Character of Joſe» 
phys, which demands the ampleſt reſources -| 
of facred and profane Philology, I do not 
pretend to undertake: but as, it ſeemed to 
require little either of ſagacity or learning to 
remove. the imputations above mentioned, I 
was induced to purſue the whole of the 
Inquiry as far as it is exhibited in the . Evi- 
dence,“ and through the following Remarks 
ſubmit the reſult to the jadgment of your 
oP and the public. KURT: 

2 have the honour to be, 19 

Mr Loy, | S 

5 0 ö Voß Lordſhip's dutiful and (obliged 
= | set and Chaplain, 
8 I 8 xs s 8. 
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ADVERTISEMENT.” 


I... 


WHILE the former Remarks on the Evi- 
dence were in the Preſs, a ſecond Edition of the 
Evidence, was publiſhed with a Supplement on 
the dimenſions of Solomon's Temple. The Author 
| has fince publiſhed a Continuation of his Evi- 
dence, in which he renews his general objections 
to the demolition of the fass, and therefore to the 
common interpretation of Foſephus's account of 
Herod's Temple: he has added ſome remarks on 
the language of TFoſephus's narrative; and has 
varied a little the ground of his Hypotheſis ; but 
has made no addition to the doctrine of the Sup- 
plement, What ] have to remark on the new 
Evidence in the Continuation, I reſerve for an- 
other accafion : and confine myſelf, for the pre- 
ſent, to the ſubjeft of the Supplement, that is, 

: 70 


ADVERTISEMENT. 


to a point eſſential to the determination of the 
Inguiry: the Hypothefis of the Evidence de- 
pending on the Suppofition, that the vacs of 80 
lomon's Temple was an hundred C ubits long in 
the clear, that is, forty Cubits longer than Ze- 
rubbabel 5. 
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"HE Inquiry into Herod's Temple at je- 

ruſalem, which concerns the veracity of a 
holy Prophet on one hand, and the credibility 
ol a grave Hiſtorian on the other, involves three 
principal queſtions : Whether Joſephus in his 
account of Herod's having rebuilt the Temple 
at Jeruſalem, as it is commonly underſtood, has 
been miſinterpreted or not: if not, whether the 
| account be a mere fiction of the Hiſtorian, or a 
real fact: and if a fact, whether it be incon- 
 biſtent with the prophecy of Haggai. The two 
laſt confiderations, it is obvious, muſt n 
lated by the event of the firſt, D 167 amr © 

B | The 


. 41 
The point ſtill at iſſue between the Evidence 


and the Remarks is, Whether Joſephus has been 


miſinterpreted or not. If Zerubbabel' s Temple 
was not inferior in length to Solomon's, the 


5 building erected by Herod coud not have been 


any addition to the length of Zerubbabel's to 
make it equal to Solomon's ; but muſt have been 
an entire new Temple. It is incumbent there- 
fore on thoſe, who think, that Herod did not 
take down and rebuild the Temple at Jeruſalem, 
but only repair it, by adding to its length and 
height, to ſhew, that Solomon's Temple was 
longer than Zerubbabel's. The Author of the 


Evidence maintains that Solomon's Temple, 


that is, the s, was at leaſt, one hundred cu- 


bits in the clear, which is forty cubits longer 
than Zerubbabel's. It is this ſuppoſed difference 
in the length of the two a, which has ocea- 
ſioned the Hypotheſes, that there were forty cu- 
bits of the Foundation of Solomon's Temple unbuilt 
on by Zerubbabel : —and that Foſephus in his 
4 of Herod's building means only that be 
removed thoſe old foundations and built forty cu- 
bits, in length, of new building as a continuation 
of Zerubbabel's. The former of theſe Hypo- 
_ theſes has been, I think, ſufficiently diſproved 
in the firſt Section of Remarks on the Evidence, 
by ſhewing that both the Temples were of equal 
length; and the latter, in the ſecond Section, by 

| * that the RO in ä s account 
will 


Cm 3d. 


wit not; on any juſt principles of grammar, ae . 


mit of any other conſtruction, than that of an 
entire demolition and rebuilding of the Temple; 
and therefore that JECTS has not been n 
; terpreted. 

But the Authide of the Eviderice' thinks nis 
opinion of Joſephus's being miſinterpreted not 
at all affected by thoſe Remarks; and that ſome 
of the firſt and moſt reſpectable literary cha- 
racters in the kingdom concur” with him. 1 
ſhall preſent the reader with the Author's own 
words in an Advertiſement prefixed to his Con- 
tinuation of the Evidence. The general idea 
« of the Evidence, that Joſephus hath been 

© miſinterpreted, having met with the appro- 
« bation of ſome of the firſt and moſt reſpecta- 
« ble litterary characters in the Kingdom, the 
« Author has been thereby encouraged to en- 
« large his Enquiries, in hopes of being able 
« to eſtabliſh that idea beyond the reach of any 
« further Controverſy. If the Author does not 
* affix his name to his publication, his apology 
e muſt be that he doth not write for fame but 
truth, and that he diſclaims all pretenſions of 
*« triumphing over thoſe great and very learned 
e perſons, by whom the Hiſtorian appears hi- 
e therto to have been ſo much miſunderſtood.” 
With all proper deference to the Author's 
learned friends, I have no doubt that he is miſ- 
ta ken not only i in the general idea of the Evi- 
B 2 dence, 
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dence, but in almoſt every W 
from fact or language. I ſhall not however at: 
tempt to prejudice my reader in favour. of the 
former Remarks on the Evidence, by mention - 
ing any reſpectable concurrences of opinion nor 
P 
beyond the reach of au Funker e 
following ez 


my triumpb in the >xamination. | 
Supplement, but ſubmit my — on it to the 
candid conſideration of the Author, his friexds, 
and our comman readers. 
esel af deteroniaing i- 
ther Joſephus has been miſinterpreted or not; 
one by appealing to the terms, in which the 
HFiſtorian has delivered his account: and the 
cther by-comparing the ditmenſions;pf eloman: 
and Zerybbabel's Temples. I ſhall not refatne 
3 — ; 
aur of the common opinion of Herod's Tem- 
ple, but return to a point, which the Author 
of the Evidence had neglected in his firſt editi- 


on, but which he thought of ſufficient conſe- 


quence in the Inquiry to deſerve a large Supple- 
ment to the ſecond Edition; I mean the com- 
parative length of the two A0 of Solomon, 
and Zerubbabel. I am perſuaded that moſt un- 
prejudiced readers will be ſatisſed with the' 
proofs,, which have been already given in the 
erden ere e EIN , 


43 


5 that the two N Aol were of equal length. But 
as the Author of the Evidence has employed his 
large Supplement to prove the contrary, the 
reaſons, which are there alleged, I ſhall purſue 
at large: and if I can fatisfy my reader by co- 
| piouſneſs of Evidence, I fhall moſt willingly 
riſk the imputation « of _—_ The. minnteneſs 

of citation. 1 | 


0 The Obſervations of the err. fall 
under two- principal poſitions. _- > 


Is That Solomon's Temple was 199 > cb 
Jong, at the leaſt, in the clear; and 


2. That the Holy of Holies * no > part of 
= Houſe of fixty cubits mentioned in 2 88 
ü. and in i Kings vi. N= 


In ee of the : former 9 it is. ated, 
that the Porch, was 20 cubits long, the Sanctua- 
ry 60, and the Holy of Holies 20. The Holy 
of Holies is expreſsly ſaid in Scripture, and is 
n on all hands, to have been twenty 
cubits long: the Porch is likewiſe known: on 
the ſame, Rthorltf to have been twenty cubits ; 
but that the Sanctuary was Axty cubits long, is 


* eſtimate peer to to the. Author of, the Evi 
fence, 


FF ee poſition, which forms the 5 his | 
2 se gn, * 3 


(465 


cabject of the Supplement, is ogra from the 
| e circumſtances 


Tor A deficiency of five cubits; in 3 comman. . 
ly acknowledged meaſure of the Temple (or 
Sanctuary,) if the Oracle (or Holy of Holies) 
made any part of the Houſe of ſixty cubits. 


The diſtinction of the W and Oracle 
in 1 x07 vi. 


3- The ſeparate- deſcription of * Taugt 
1 Kings vi. 2—15. and of the Oracle, ver. 16. 
and a compariſon of the 14” and 21” verſes of 
1 e e 


Some peculiar circumſtances attributed to ä 
185 fradure of the Oracle, 


| The difference of materials, with which 
the temple and Oracle were floored. e 


6. The difference of pf | in the Temple 
and the Oracle. 


8. 3. The firſt object then of the Sabre ö 
is to ſhew, that the w% of Solomon's Tem; ple 
was one hundred cubits in length, in the clear, 

The dimenſions are ſtated in. the following 
manner: (p. 93.) „It is expreſaly ſaid (2 Chron. 
59 ijü.) that the length of the Houſe, which is 
« afterwards called the greater Houſe, to diſ- 
„ tinguiſh it from the moſt Holy Houſe, was 


* 


cc _ cubits; the length of ———— 
« cubits, and twenty likewiſe: the length of the 
« moſt Holy Houſe; fo that the length of the 
whole evidently, according to this account, 
« was one hundred cubits at leaſt, (204608 
« =100.) - But if this was the meaſure in the 
4 clear, as is moſt probable, then the length of 
_ « the whole, from out to out, myſt. have 10 
more than an hundred ee 

The firſt impreſiion, which this Nateonine 
muſt excite is, that if this account be from 
Scripture, and if Scripture any where expreſvly 
ifſett that the Sanctuary was fxty Cubits long, 
whatever might have occaſioned the. prevailing 
and uniform opinion, that the Sanctuary was 
only forty cubits, to the expreſs ' authority of 
Scripture, opinion muſt ſabmit. —To prevent 
therefore any undue influence from this ſtate- 
ment, I would, for the preſent, obſerve, that 
claims of expreſs authority at the ted of a 
doubtful argument, and in favour of a new hy- 
pothefis, are a ſort of harmleſs ſanguine ex- 
preſſions, which may be conceded to the fond- 
neſs of an Hypotheſiſt, but which do not way 
ſtrictly correſpond with their proofs. | 
In objection to the general ſtatement of one 
hundred cubits length in the clear, perhaps it 
may be ſufficient to reply, that the whole length 
of the' yas from out to out appears to have been 


5 1 


1 
bot one hundred cubits; the clear dimenfons 
ONE eee "Rave Rate WOO e er 


Cubits 
1. The wall of the Porch was (Ezekiel l. 48.) —.— ; 


2. The width of the Porch (1 Kings vi. 3.) - 
3. The wall of the Sanctuary (Ezek. xli. 5.) —— — 6 
4. The Santuary =———— (1 Kings vi. 17. Ezek. xli. 2.) 40 
5. The wall of ſeparation — (Middoth) ——— — I 
6. The Holy of Holies —— (1 Kings vi. 20. Ezek. xli. LY 20 
7. The wall of the Houſe — (Ezek. xli. 5.) “? — . 6 
8. Chambers —— — (1 Kings vi. 6.) — —— 7 


Rn aa (Ezek, ali. 9.) * —— 5 


—— 


"TOO 


"To the . 1 that the Porch 
was twenty cubits long, the Sanctuary ſixty, and 
the Holy of Holies twenty, there are three ma- 
terial objections: . 

I. That it is not the length, but the width 
of the Porch, which ſhould be included i in the 


length of the whole building: 


2. That the Porch ought not to be include 


„we have the authority of the Hiſtorical 
for anly the c/car dimenſions of the Houle. Whe . in 
2 as in the /o/id dimenſions, the deſcription of Ezekiel 
been taken; and, for want of Scripture authority, in one in- 
ance, the rabbinical account in the Middoth.— The higheſt 
I were ſeven cubits broad, and the loweſt, five cubits: the 
ſpace beyond the five cubits of the ground chambers, (proporti- 
nate, as it ould ſeem, to the two cubita, by which 'the higheſt 
exceeded the loweſt,) was occupied by ſtairs, which led to. the 
upper chambers. r Kings vi. 8. —The forty cubits ede Sane- 
which. I aſſume here (inſtead of ſixty) on the authorit no 
The of Sefton, ©. and Ezekiel, * eee at large in th | 


. 


ic 5 


at all. in the clear dimenſions of the af ff 
God, Or ya0 and 2 

That the Sanctuary inſtead of being ſixty 
was 1 only forty cubits long. 
is WP to the fr/t objection, it is wid: 1 Kings 
i. 3. that © the length of the Porch was ac 
6 wth to the 204dz5..of the Houle.” But 
why according to the width of the Houſe > be- 
cauſe the length of the Porch was not only of 
the ſame number of cubits, but in the ſame 
direction with the width of the Houſe. There 
fore the width of the Porch muſt have been in 
the ſame direction with the length of the'Houſe; 
as will appear from the ſlighteſt inſpection of 
any anke f the wa. » en as 


In: a note to the 66 N on the Evidence” 1 I en⸗ 
deavoured to account for ſome miſtakes reſpecting the dimenſions 
of the two, Temples, of Solomon and Zerubbabel, hy ſuppoſing _ 
them to have ariſen from compari i 80 80 which are not 

« correlative. One eſtimate aſſerts that Solomon's temple was 
« ſixty cubits long, which reſpects the interior ſpace only. | Ano» 
ther that the Temple was /eventy cubits long, which includes 

the Porch, which was ten cubits long. A third ſays, chat the 
Temple was an hundred cubits long, which includes the ne, 
the Porch, the Chambers, and the whole ſpace from out to out, 
9 Therefore i it may be ſaid in different places, and with different 
« views, that S6lomon's Temple was an hundred cubits in length, 
* and Zerubbabel's ſixty, and that Zerubbabel's was an hundred 
and Solomon's luxty without ſuppoſing any difference in their re- 
ative dimenſions.” Of this 8 2 Author of the Evidence 
| obſerves in his Continuation, p. 25. that * « Mr. B. ſays the dari 
was only ten cubits in length; 1 the Scriptures and Joſe a 5 
« ſay otherwiſe.— It . no great 9 to the different 


directions of the Houſe the Porch to have ſeen, that by the ten 
cubits of the Porch wi meant the ten cubits in the direction of 
the length of the building: as the zawenty cubits of its own length 
coud not come into the length of the Houſe. If che Author of the 
Es Evidence 


„ 
che width of the Porch was only ten cubits, 
the whole length of the building, in the clear, 
even including the Porch, and admitting Axty 
cubits to have been the length of the Sanctuary, 
will amount only to ninety cubits, inſtead of an 
hundred, (10+60+20=90.) - 

In the ſecond place the Porch ought not 00 
have been included at all in the clear dimenſions 
of the Houſe. It is not conſidered in the hiſto- 

rical accounts in Scripture as a part of the Houſe 

of God. The term Houſe f God, which was 

applied both to the Sanctuary and Holy of V- 

lies, (the latter of which was called As. inner 

Houſe, and the former, the Houſe before the 

Oracle, and the greater Houſe,) is not any 

where ſo applied to the Porch. The Porch, 

though in Ezekiel it is called the Porch of the 
| Houſe; ro cb. re 0400, *in NN, is not 
called 70 a 0 200, 59mm den: and in 

the hiſtorical books it is called the Porch . 30. 

fore the Temple of the Houſe,” and . in 

the front of the Houſe.” Joſephus calls the 
| Porch *. CABHY,. viii. 3 &c.) T he omil- ; 


Kvidence will "WE the Ailin®tions before! n to p. 21. 
and 22. of the Continuation he will find no difficulty in Joſephus's 
ſaying that the aeg deſtroyed by Titus was ſixty cubits long, and 
yet that the ſame ,aos built by Herod was an hundred. cubits : and 
(p-. 32.) will ſee why Zerabbabel's Temple, which was ſixty cu- 
| ds in the clear excluſive of its Porch, or Wal ls, or Chambers, 
coud not have left the void 1 chere e as 


| ſion 


( a 1 
ſion of the Porch * will ako the eſtimate to 
eighty cubits, (60+20=80.) 
The third objection will, if I ada: not, 
reduce it to Axty cubits, which is the length 
attributed to he Houſe of God built by Solo- 


mon, in 1 Kings vi. 2. 2 Chron. iii. 3. and to- 
N the ſame Houſe, or ya, in Joſephus. 


oh 4- The Supplement indeed aſſerts ( p. 9 z. 3 
that it is expreſs/y ſaid in 2 Chron. iii. that the 
greater Houſe, or Sanctuary, alone, was ſixty 


cubits in length. By an expreſs account, the 
Author cannot mean, what is uſually meant, an 


account, totidem verbis, that rhe greater Houſe 
_ was ſixty cubits in length ; becauſe in the verſe, 


which ſpeaks of the greater Houſe, there is no 


account at all of its dimenſions. Nor can it, I 


think, be collected by Juſt implication from any 


reference to the verſe, in which mention is made 


of the Houſe of God, which was ſixty cubits 


in length. The whole paſſage is as follows, 


2 Chron. iii. 3. Now theſe are the things, ; 


« wherein Solomon was inſtructed for the build- 
ing of the Houſe of God. The length by cu- 
bits after the firſt meaſure was thᷣregſcore cu- 
« bits, and the breadth, twenty cubits. 4. And 


A decifive proof that the' Porch made no part of the clear di- 
menſions of the Houſe of God, or 1905, will reſult from evidence 
E hereafter, that the whole interior ſpace. of the Houſe in 
length was only ſixty cubits, of which forty belonged to the 

and twenty to the Holy of Holies. 
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„ 

& the Porch, that was in the front of the Houſe, 
« the length of it was according to the breadth 
« of the Houſe, twenty cubits, and the height 
was an hundred and twenty: and he overlaid 
s jt within with pute gold. 5. And the greater | 
& houſe he cicled with fir-tree, which he over- 
laid with fine gold, and ſet thereon palm- trees 
* and chains. 6. And he garniſhed the Houſe 
« with precious ſtones for beauty: and the geld 
„ was gold of Pirvaim. 7. He overlaid: alſo 
C the — the beams, the poſts, and the walls 

«« thereof, and the doors thereof with gold; and 
« praved cherubims on the walls. 8, And he 
made the moſt Holy Houſe, the length whereof 
« was according to the breadth of the Houſe, 


«twenty cubits, and the breadth thereof twenty 


« cubits: and he overlaid it with fine gold, 
% amounting to fix hundred talents.” 
The general p ropoſition in the firſt verſe of 
the preceding pale is that the Houſe of God 
ſhould be fixty cubits in length, As only one 
Houſe of God was propoſed to be built, or was 
built, the greater Houſe cannot mean the whole 
of this Houſe of ſixty cubits, but the greatet 
we of the Houſe. The Sanctuary therefore, 
which was the greater portion, eoud not have 
been ſixty cubits in length. Again, when it is 
ſaid that the Houſe of God, and the Houſe, which 
Solomon built for the Lord, was ſixty cubits long, 
the expreſſion is too Senat to mean lefs than 
— 


( 3) 


the 40hole Houſe of God, or .1#%, It is not 
probable that the appellation of the Houſe of 
God ſhould be uſed excluſively of any part of 
the Houſe: But if it were poſſible, it is not 
probable, that it ſhould be excluſive of the moſt 
ſacred part of it, the part, which God deigned 
more eſpecially to glorify by his viſible preſence. 
The inſtructions, which Solomon received for 
building The Houſe of God are clearly limited to 
the Houſe of fixty cubits, from which therefore 
the Holy of Holies coud not have been exclud- 
ed. But as the Holy of Holies was only r̃wenty 
cubits Iong, it coud have been only part of this 
Houſe: and nothing but the Sanctuary coud 
conſtitute the remainder. It appears therefore 
that both the Sanctuary and Holy of Holies 
vere included in the Houſe of God, which was 
ſixty cubits long. If then the interior ſpace of 
the whole Houſe conſiſted of only fivty cubits, 
as the Holy of Holies is acknowledged on all 
hands to have been 7wenty cubits long, the 
Sanctuary coud have been only forty. 
It is true that the length of the Sanctuary 
thus collected is not expreſſed in the paſſage of 
Chronicles before quoted. But what muſt we 
infer from thence? nothing, I think, that can 
invalidate the deduction. In ſuch details of build- 
ings a complete enumeration of all particulars is 
not to be expected. The omiſſions, however, 
of one account ate often made up hy the . 
| | _ culars 
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culars of another. In the book of Kings, * gh 
it is mentioned that the floor of the Houſe was 
covered with planks of fir, it is not ſaid, with 


what materials the cieling was covered. The 
omiſſion is ſupplied in the book of Chronicles. 
The height of the Porch, which is omitted in 
the book of Kings, is given in the book of 


Chronicles. The full dimenſions of the Houſe 


from out to out are omitted in the books of 
of Kings and Chronicles, but r be calleQed 
in great meaſure from Ezekiel, | 

In the ſame manner, though the W of 


the Sanctuary is omitted in the book of Chroni- 


cles, the omiſſion is ſupplied in 1 Kings vi. 17. 
a paſſage, which is, I believe, , univerſally (ex- 
cept by the Author of the Evidence) e 

to mean, that the Temple or Sanctuary w 


forty cubits long. Ver. 16. And he built 
s twenty cubits on the ſides of the Houſe, both 


« the floor and the. walls, with boards of cedar: 


% he even built them for it within, even for the 


« Oracle, even for the moſt holy place. 17. And 


« the'Houſe, that is, the Temple, before .it,” 
(or, and the Houſe before it, that is, the Tem- 


ple) “ was forty cubits long. It is not indeed 
expreſſed in the original nor in the Septuagint 
tranſlation,” whether the forty cubits were in 


length, breadth, or heig ht: but in the Engliſh 


tranſlation, and, 1 believe, all others where the 


ply is ſu applied; it 1s tranſlated forty cubits 


long | 


t is ) 

Jong. And, as the paſſage fend; it coud not 
have been tranſlated otherwiſe: for as the di- 
menſions of forty cubits coud not belong to the 
breadth of the houſe, for that was twenty; nor 
to the height, for that was tire 3 it cod bes 

long only to the length. _ : 

The account, which is given i in 1 1a vi. 
is as follows: ver. 2. And the Houſe, which 
King Solomon built for the Lord, the length 
« thereof was THREESCORE cubits, and the 
« breadth thereof twenty cubits, and the height 
a thereof thirty cubits. 3. And the Porch be- 
« fore the Temple of the Houſe, twenty cubits 
« was the length thereof, according to the 
« breadth of the Houſe, and ten cubits was the 
a breadth thereof before the Houſe, 16. And 
he built twenty cubits on the ſides of the 
« Houſe, both the floor and the walls with 
« boards of cedar : he even built them for it 
« within, even for the Oracle, even for the 
« moſt Holy place. 17. And the houſe, that 
te is, the Temple, before it, was FORTY cubits 
long. 20. And the Oracle [in the fore part, 
theſe words are not acknowledged by the Septua- 
gint, edd. Vat. Bos.) was TWENTY cubits in 
* length, and twenty cubits in breadth, and 
twenty cubits in the height thereof. The 
account in the book of Chronicles has Here 
quoted: above, Pi 
The relation of Joſephus (Antiq. vüi. 3. 8 15 


27 3.7. 


Th e. TW v4 x0 £xcurov 30 e. Traum 


(6) 


2. 3.7.) may ſerve as a comment on the accounts 
in the hiſtorical books of Scripture. 'Tys 9” awe 


Aeg mw d ErMouer netam, temym ir; d "ms Ba 
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To theſe clear teſtimonies, to which I think 


every thing but a contrary hypotheſis muſt rea- 


diy accede, we may add a paſſage from Ezekiel, 
in which the length of the Temple or Sanctuary 
is expreſsly {aid to be Forty cubits. Though 


there are many difficultics with reſpect to the 
_ dimenſions of the whole itger, as repreſented by 
Ezekiel, yet the clear dimenſions of the Sanc- 
tuaty and of the Holy of Holies as well as the 


Perch, ate the ſame with thoſe before attributed 


| weer decem in tho" book of Kings. Ch. xl. 
48. Then he brought me to the Porch of 


e the Houſe, and be meaſured the pillars of 
« the Pox cn, five cubits on this fide, ons ra 


* 2 oh _ fide; and 2 breadth. of the 


cc gate 


617 ) 

« gate was es cubits on this ſide, and three 
«.cubity on that ſida. The length of the Porch 
« was twenty cubits, and the breadth ten cn- 
(t bits: L ed. Ald. and Bp. Neiucame.] «4 and 
« they went up to it by ten ſteps : and therb 
were columns by the Porch, one on this ſide, 
_ « and another on that fide. Ch. xli. 1. Aſter- 

« ward he brought me to the TENM FIE; and 
« he meaſured the pillars; fix cubits vas the 
« breadth on this fide, and fix cubits was tlie 
« breadth, on that fide,” which was the breadth 
« of the Tabernacle. And the breadth of tlie 
« door-way was ten eubits; and the ſides of 
« the door way were five cubits on this fide, 
and five cubits on- that ſide: and he meaſured 
« the length thereaf. forty cubits, and the breadth. 
« twenty cubits. Then he went 1INwARD 
(es ny av 71 | $0'0]£00v Sept.) and he meaſurec 
« the pillars: of the door, two cubits; and the 
« door, fix cubits ; and the breadth of the door- 
way, ſeven cubits on this ſide, and ſeven 
« cubits on that. ſide.] And he meaſured the 
4 length thereof twenty cubits, and the breadth 
_ twenty cubits before [or, within] the Tem- 

6 ple; and he fad unto me, This is THE MPST | 
6 „Horx PLACE.” Ezek. xl. and xli.*.- 7 


„Ile nes park Weed the Kr ty of Want 
tranſlation. I have however retained before the T emple inflead of 
the new tranſlation according to the front of the Temple, which ſeems 
to have been formed on e Septua int, ra ονννντ⁰α ro varov 3 
though the words of the Septnagint TE not, I think, mean either 


; before the Temple, in the uſual ſenſe: Na which is contrary 
to. 


: To the pallage in the book of King n the Au. 
chor of the Evidence has made his objections, 
and has ſuggeſted two expedients to- remove from 


Nene it's $a Ms: ene ol 


2 ee The too; 
boot Aube = if literally trandlated, ſhould be N 
N or advenſus tenplum, but in Engliſh. N en 
_ the Temple, i. e. according to the meaſure of the Te 
The meaſure in breadth was the fame both in the Sanctuary and. 
| Holy: of Holies. As the meaning thus attributed to ar wp 
is unuſual, it may require ſome explanation. The primary idea of 
#quality and-corre/pondence reſults from the oppoſition and contiguity. 
of objects. It is from this circumſtance that the Greek an derives | 
its notion of equality. Bęfare on opp . e e the 1 therefore, in 
ſuch a langua n ce as the Hebrew, (hi other languages 
muſt; from the paueity of its words, — complex 
which unite phyſical: and nd ſecondary meanings,) might fi gnify equally 
_ awithor according 10 the Temple; and ina Greek REG might 
perhaps be Hterally rendered tale ah r 74 rev. The ſenſe, which 
I impute to xala w mpoowner Tu nau in this ge is favoured by to 
paſſages in 2 Chron fi. And the Porch, that was before the 
front oſ the Houſe, the length of it was-according to the breadth 
444 che Houſe, + tycaty cubits: wx; ey TIPOERTION at apo 7 
Again v. 8. «4 And he made the moſt holy | 
* 2 — Was according to tbe breadth of the 
os _— cubits,” {1x95 cuts em TIPOEQITION wales Lvulg. wer gf 
Tov omovs * _ Hs t ge Glos is equivalent to «71 
[os 3. ed. Complut.' ſo xave wpoownes ve 146, 
| ſenſe ; before "6. ied, is equivalent to nave To . The 
riger is 9371 „-, which perhaps would moſt rly de 
cranſlated withis the Temple, urigen ve 1990. This ſenſe is ſup- 
— v. 3. in which we haye 509 XD), © he went inward,” 
M. a0. PITT aN ſhould alſo bo tranſlated : Arid the 


eee 


is omitted 
in Bp, Newcome's tranſlation, perhaps, by an error of che Prefs, 
cnthrized by the original — The clauſe is 
authorized by the original any the Septuagint. F<, 


( 19 ) 

the length of the Sanctuary ; one by correcting 
the Hebrew text, and the other by correcting 
the Engliſh tranſlation. The objections ſhall. be 
conſidered after it has been ſeen, What advan- 
tages we derive from the corrections. 4 
His correction of the text is to read ByaN1 
m Tran m en which he tranſlates Er 
quadratd erat in cubito domus hac,” inſtead: « 
em ryan TNA DY2NK1, Et quads 
erat in cubito or quadraginta cubitorum er 
| demus ilia. He thinks that by this correction 4 
ſatisfactory account might be given of the paſ- 
ſage, and that it might be intelligibly "rendered 
by the tranſlation, which he gives. The Oracle, 
to which the correction limits the paſſage, was 
certainly ſquare; and; perhaps, ra (not 
yu) would alone, without ND, expreſs, that 
quadrata erat Jomus; but the meaſure of the Ora- 
cle is ſpecified i in v. 20. and it does not ſeem | 
bable, that it would be allo introduced in La A. 
though in more general terms; at leaſt it does not 

ſeem right to introduce ſuch. aac by emen 
dation. But, admitting that exactneſs ©: eonrec- 
tion is not to be expected in theſe very ancient 
deſcriptions,” the paſſage,” as it is correQed; "does 
not ſeem to afford the meaning. that i is at- 
tributed to it. For though Trag vn, 9 
ſhould be allowed to ſignify ibe cr ne 
yet by the addition of à particu Ny, meaftre, 
Vithout any ſpecification of number, i in qua- 
C drata 


(=) 


* drata in cubito, De RYAN, the term ex. 
| preſſive of ſquareneſs becomes the adjunct or ap- 
pollative ↄf that meaſure, and not of the houſe, 
as before ; therefore guadrata erat in cubito is 
the ſame as guadratorum erat cubitorum, the : 


pauſe. confiſt, ed of. ſquare cubits, a ſenſe too general 


ta anſwer. any purpoſe. The emendation ſcems 
further inadmiſſible. in point of grammatical 
cgonſtruction. There is a well known reaſon, 
why. the common reading YI, guudraginta, 
| — the plural termination: it is the plural form, 
which extends the meaning of y2"8, four, from 
it's primary meaning to Forty. But there is no 
ſuch ceaſon, why vn, which in its ſingular form 
means guadratus, ſhould be uſed in the plural 
ya to expreſs the ſame meaning, where the 
notion of quadrature. belongs to one object, and 
not to many, that is, to the u ce of * | 
Oracle, and not its culits. 
I The correction of the Englich wonietions i is 
propoſed. (p- 104. n.) for a different purpoſe, 
not in conformity with his correction of the 
Hebrew, to limit the paſſage to the Oracle, not 
to expreſa. that the Oracle was ſquare, but to 
e, the meaſure, of forty cubits from the 
length of the Temple ta the front. The words 
of his tranſlation are, ** And "forty cubits was this 
«Houſe (or building) of the Temple in front. — 
„ 'The extent of the front, ſays the Author, is 
6 4 known. to have been thirty cubits, and 
F ; 66 in ; 


4 
tt in all probability extended, as the text ex- 
« prefles it i. e. in tbe corrected tranſlation} forty 
@ cubits ; and if ſo, the literal tranſlation of the 
« paſſage will be thus: Aud forty cubits &. 
J lay no ſtreſs on the impropriety of ſuch an 
inverſion. of terms, as the| Houſe of the Templej® 
when applied to only a part of the a, infteW - 
of the Temple of the Hou; (1 Kings vi. 3.) the 
Houſe, or the Houſe of God, being the general 
term for the whole ue, of which the Teniple 
and Oracle were parts: but paſs to What ap- 
pears to be an inſurmountable difficulty, I mean 
the incongruity of the new Tranſlation with: the 
extent of the yas in front. We are left indeed 
to gueſs. at what the Author means by the 
Houle's extending forty cubits in front, whether 
he means the Porch, and whether the interior 
ſpace, or the ſpace from out to out. The Porch 
cannot be admitted into the aceount; as it made 
no part of the Houſe of ſixty eubits, to which 
alone the paſſage relates. The interior ſplice; 
indeed, both of the Houſe, and of the Poreh 
| before the Houſe, is inapplicable : for that Was 
but twenty cubits. If however to this ſpace 
be added the interior ſpace of the Chambers an- 
| nexed to the Houle, which were five" cus 


«ob; Lis. 4 210 In. 


, Sie Iſa Hanis: in his 98 Val. Jof his works, 
p. 241.) where he gives a large account of Solomons e, 
uſes the ſame terms, che houſe of the Temple, hut he/ applies them 
not to a part of the building, but the. whole,. The paſſage will 
þ: quoted at the end of che ex: Setion, 8 5 
Wide 


his ſenſe of the paſſage. Still it 18 probable, 


( 22 ), 


wide on each fide, there will then be thirty 


cubits for the interior ſpace of the building. 
Lightfoot ſays, that the breadth of the recs, the 
ſide chambers and all taken in, was not more 
than thirty cubits.* This is, perhaps, what the 


Author meant by the ier extent of the 


Front. But this falls ſhort, by ten cubits, of | 


that it extended forty cubits. Againſt the pro- 
bability of ſuch extent, no one would contend, 
if rn were good authority for it. —* It is ſo 


8 expreſſed in the text.” This is the very point to 
e 3 no concurrent au thority i is produced | 
and it a | 


pears, - I believe, only in our Author's 
atten - To juſtify, therefore, the new 


| Tranſlation, we have Ws the Fidenge of that 


tranſlation. ! 

But if the inrerior {; pace be not e | 
with theſe forty cubits, perhaps the exterior 
ſpace of the Front may be. The Porch muſt bs 


excluded from the account for the fame reaſon, 
as before: it made no part of the Houſe of fixty 


cubits in queſtion. | Indeed the Author contends 
that even the Holy of Holies made no part of 
it; much leſs therefore the Porch. Beſides. the 
Porch from out to out was equal to the length « of 
the whole building from out to out, being 100 cu- 
bits in extent. For the exterior ſpace then of the 
front we : muſt take the fore part of the bonſe, n. next | 


20 "IE 1). 
ry 07 by er 1064 1068. A fy 4.2 
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901 the middle or the extremity. The expreſſion, 


breadth on each fide; for the walls of the Houle, 
foe: cubits on each ' ſide for the walls of the 


Ts whole breadth, of the houſe bein; 5 according 


(22) 
to the Porch; which coud -not differ in width 


therefore, which aſcribes as peculiar to one part 


| of its ; breadth, what belongs to all, would induce s 


us to doubt the propriety of a conjectural tranſſa- 
tion, if there were no other objection. But che Ms 
rag; in the exterior di nenſions of it's breidih,, 
exceeded the forty cubits as much as the interior 
ſpace fell ſhort of it. To the birth cubits befgte, 
mentioned, if we add the extra ſpace of tae. 
cubits on each ſide for the ſtairs; cubits 


chambers, - and #400 cubits on each ſide for the 
impluvium, and the partition between it and 
the Chambers, we have an extent of ty cubits 
for the breadth. of the building from out. to out. 5 
dee before p. 8. * if 


9 N 4 
ne Stairs, ee e 15 I 35 mY 
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Wall of the Chambers, five, Cubits on each. fide, | 1 10 
Chambers, five Cubits on each fide, — l 


Dull 
| io 
Inplurium, two Cubits on each fd. 44 


Wall of the Houſe, fix Cubirs ge ſice - — 55 Ste 
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The width Fe hs Stairt 1 Collect . 
plus of the ſpace by which the higheſt Chambers 
(of 7 cubits) exceeded the loweſt,.. Which 125 
five cobits. The width of the Impluvium in this 
account is determined by the other dimenſions. 


to 


(4) 
phus firty cubits, as the Stairs, the Walle 
3 the Chambers, the Walls ef the 
Houſe, and the Houſe, contain together fifty fx 
cubits, there will remain two cubits on each ſide 
for the Impluvium to complete the fity eudits 
of breadth. - The eſtimates, which give a greater 
extent to the width of "the houſe, by giving 
larger dimenftions to the ſtairs, the implu 
and its or wall, are ſtill more in- 
conſiſtent with à front of forty cubits. That 
the Tres of Solomon was only fixty cubits broad 
from out to out, we are led to conclude” from 
the dimenſions of the ,a built by Zerubbabel 
and Herod, which were ſixty cubits broad: J. 
ſephus in his account of the building of Solo- 
moß's Temple (Antiq. lib. viii. c. 3. F. 2.) does 
not ſtate the dimenſions in breadth from out to 
out ; but in his account of the Temple, (Wich 
Herd built on the model of Solomon's,) when 
it was deſtroyed by Titus, he ſays that was 
Fty cubits broad. (de Bell. Jud. Hb. v. c. 5. 
F. 4.) In the next Section of the ſame Chap- 
ter, he ſays that the breadth was rwenty cubits, 
in the latter paſſage meaning the clear, in the 
former, from out to out. It ſeems probable too 
from the breadth of Zerubbabel's building, 
which was ſixty cubits, (Ezra vi. 3.) that 80. 
lomon's was of the fame breadth.* Ezekiel and 
. 


the breadth of rub abel's VINES was double the breadth of 
. Solomon's. 


9 
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the Middoth extend the width of the building 


to ſeventy cubits. But whether the fore part of 


the building be conſidered as 20 or 30 cubits i in 


breadth according to the interior ſpace; or, as 


bo or 70, from out to out; all the differences 


are incompatible with the new tranſlation, which 

makes the Temple to be forty cubits in front. 
But if theſe forty, cubits are not applicable to 

the front of the Temple, they are not leſs in- 


applicable to the Oracle, by our Author's 8 own 


acknowledgement. Vet he ſays (p. 99. n. 0 that 
inſtead of xas rrorapanorra WYXEwv i 6 vat Res rc 
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roc % v AaCy,. in the Septuagint tranſlation, 


to have been conformable to the Hebrew, it 


ſhould have been, iv 6 olg Kar gcc urro- Tou your 
« and thus the forty cubits (if ſuch be the 
« meaning of the Hebrew) will appear evi- 

« dently to have been ſpoken of the Oracle. 
« But in 10 ſenſe whatever are forty cnbits ap- 


« plicable to. the Oels : therefore it is moſt 


88 5. There i is | no a reaſon, why Zerubba- 
bel's building ſhould have been double the magnitude of Solo- 


mon's in breadth, when it was only equal to it in length, and 


inferior to it in the height of the 0 It is as improbable, that 
it ſhould have been double to Solomon's in height. But if We 
ſuppoſe theſe ſixty cubits of breadth and height to be dimenſions 
from out to out, it will remove all apparent inconſiſtencies, and 
by making the building not greater than Solomon's, but only 
equal to S will render it's magnitude more ſuitable to the con- 


dition of the Jews. The ſuppoſition of the difference between 


the two buildings may, perhaps, be referred: to the cauſe men- 
tioned above p. 9. note. Bed ord (in his Scripture Chronology 
P- 572.) inſtead of yt cubits ene properes to trale ſ. e. 


til. 7 1 
/ E e probable 


1 
| 
| 
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be a very © oblique and illufive view of the N 


| c Th 5% and the Oracle, c or 


n ns 
o probable, that ſuch 18 hut the 'fign 1 of 


70 ' the ; 2 . "oi. bs {191 14010 241 3v15 390 Torr of; 


In the Raga bf the” Eggli trauflation 
our Author aſcribes the forty cubits to the front 
of the Temple, in conformity to the Hebrew 
tert: in this correction of the l t. they q 


are attributed to the Oracle, 1 in conformity to 
the fame Hebrew text. This T do not under. 


ſtand. Again he ſays that to be conformablę 15 
The Halses, the language of the Septuagint 
ſhould be as he has corretted it; yet he does not 
think it Anke that the meaning which His 
correction gives, is the meaning of the Hel 
This I underſtand a as little as the other. It ou 


155 cond induce any one to apply to the Oricle 
forty cu bits Kara QT TOY Ty vas. II r Te- 
To Tau 54400 be under ſtood in its uſual and proper 
enſe 1 is contrary to the poſition of the Oracle: 
fol as the Porch, "the m7joravy, WAs ego v or 
ah pow TOV ru ves, ſo the raw was mg rv daGy, 


1e lang guage of the Seprbagn s A 1 


71 ie 
or in th 
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the ſccondary ſenſe referred to above p. 18. nate, 


the forty cabits : are inconſiſtent with the dimeu- 
Gans gh, he ue And as the Author acknow- 


that Forty. :cubits. are not 1 in any ſenſe 


8 17 Dy * applicable 'to- the Oracle and that the 
* 


— moiſt © probably. has 1 not. the meaning, 
2 E 2 Y F vIoaw at! * a which 
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. 
which the correction Annexes, to the Se 
I do not perceive the propriety of corr e 
Septuagint to make it aflert,. hat i is 98 
ledged to be founded neither in bo original, nor 
in fact. iron ri ggf 3 3 
Ade ee We in UN OMMm 
feading is Conßiſtent with the uſual opinion of 
the meaſures of the Sanctuary, as well : as with 
the relative. poſition, of the two parts of the Nav, 
and with its original, 28 1 mall e to 
| ſhew,;/ and, inconſiſtent, only with the, Hypo- 
theſis of, the Evidence, and its Supplement. The 
Hebrew words 1399 937m 81m. van are lite 
rally the houſe iſe If,” the temple before — domus 
ipſa, 7 emplum in facie, or templum ante, not 
damus #þſa.n. facie 7. empli, as the correction 
6 as aures HebTH ec TOY re nano ſuppoſes: that 
conſtruction, I conceive, Would require a diffe- 
rent arrangement of Words, viz. 37m 19. ante 
templum. But even if. this latter ſenſe did not 
labour under the difficulties above. mentioned, 
the author has produced, no ſimilar in j ance to 
ſhew that 00 Y νο templum in facie, t be tem- 
ple before, can he uſed (with 1209. after; t e NOUN, 
with which it is in conſtruction, ) in the ſenſe 
of Dorn 2 in facie ent ante templum. v 


1 Tbs 
Rd, T1 ough by _ ſenſe of * W in n thicit oicfint onder the 
meaning is clearly limited to the Temple or ee. and there - 
fore any alteration may be unneceſſary, yet if 9 were to precede 
by M ſo as to, be connected with el Nati. ., 


7 4 4 wr 15 N 1 

al ip/a in facie,” ſive  domus $a anterior, the language! x 

be ſomewhat more explicit. * whole paſſage would run — 
E 2 Din 


( a8 ) 


The ellipſis of che original is fapplied in the 
Engliſh Verſion by a pröndun which refers us 
to the Oracle, which is mentioned in the con- 
eluſion of the preceding verſe: (v. 16.) r he 
« even built them [twenty cubits] for it within, 
"ek for the Oracle, even for the moſt Holy 
e place. And the houſe, that 1875 the' teh 
ple before it ¶ the Oracle], was forty cu 
„bits long.” In the Septuagint tranſlation che 
ellipſis is more fully ſupplied by the word du, 
or Oracle, and the temple before the oracle 
* was forty cubits,” xa; Trorapaxore TX av 1 6 
va0g ulli H TOY AABIP. The Greek tran- 
ſlation, if literal, I conce ive would have been, 
0 TWSSHPAKOVTA TIX EWV u 0 eine, & Vacs 6 ctur gude; 
or according to the alteration propoſed in the 
note, x. r. 77. 1 6 dies 6 etre, 6 , of which 
words a Gloſſariſt or Paraphraſt would have ex- 
plained' peed» i in the language of the Septua- 
gint by era oc core TOU daCy : or in the words 
of Joſephus po ui us us ru afurs# s 
As the corrections of the Hebrew text 
and the tranſlation do not appear admiſſible, 
we may now conſider the grounds of the 
obj e, : vis yo occaſion to the pro- 


14 71 % 3c? ent 
41 


9 255 dom Tan __ eg pa- n 7 uadraginta cubi- 

torun brat domus ipſa anterior, templum. The LY: tion of anterior 

5 — ee e equivalent to anterior, was applied to the 

as that of inner houſe to the Oracle. Joſephus calls the 

| Te leit Ges PO rA ore; adure. In St. Paul's epiltle to 
; the  HebreweJxe 5% it i called ” TIPQTH, cams; fits 16 


O Twy ri agazoT% W1Xws 01%05 To, vr T H Eros Tov | 


Om P. 16, 


poſed 


1 ( 29 ) | 

poſed correctians, The 0 Hebrew, (ſays the 
« Author, ) hath nothing to determine, whether 
« the forty cubits belong to the length, the 
height, or the breadth; neither doth it un- 
« ambiguouſly aſcertain of what houſe theſe 
« forty cubits were the meaſure. (p. 98.) By 
« the manner in which it is introduced the paſ- 
« ſage ſeems. to relate to the Oracle, to which 
* fort cubits are een deve: Tv eg 


In the de der ERA the Au thor gives 
of it, (p. 102.) And forty cubits was the houſe 
« jitſelf, the Temple was before it, it does in- 
deed ſeem to relate to the Oracle. But this 
direction of the ſenſe is owing to that powerful 
term in Italics, which ſeparates the Temple from 
the Houſe, without any authority from the Ori- 
ginal. The very incongruity of the forty cubits 
to the Oracle is a ſufficient reaſon for conclud- 
ing that the language of the Original does not 
relate to that part of the ae; and the connec- 
tion of the verſe with the preceding ſhews that 
it relates to the Temple, or Sanctuary. If qua- 
draginta cubitorum erat domus ipſa, Templum 
ante, which is a literal tranſlation of the Ori- 
ginal be compared with the concluſion of the 
preceding verſe, in which the Oracle is men- 
tioned, we' are led at once to ſupply e emplum = 
« ante id. or «the Temple before it, as in the 
Engliſh tranſlation, or pro foribus Oraculi.. 


( 30 ) 


as in the Vulgate, or Ale pure. Ag as in 
the Septuagint. And thus the “ domus ante 
% Oraculum limits the ſenſe moſt unambi. 
guouſly to the Temple Or Sanctuary. V. 16. 


« He huilt twenty cubits for it within, even 
4 for the Oracle, even for the moſt Holy place. 


« And the Houſe, that is, the Temple, before 
« ity, [the Oracle; or, and the Houſe before it, 
" that is, the Temple,] Was forty cubits long.” ') 


The Septuagint tranſlation is more : conciſe, but 
more explicit: And the _— before the 


Oracle, was forty: cubits. 


There is however — in the Qriganl 
« to determine whether the forty. cubits belong 
© to: the length, height, Or. breadth. In the | 


Latin tranſlations of Junius, Tremellius, and 


Pagninus, the ellipſis is not ſupplied: . theſe 


4 tranſlations therefore, ſays our Author, deter- 


« mine nothing. For — in what reſpect were 


e theſe forty cubits the meaſure ? Even the 


«Seventy; who ſay, that the forty: cubits were 


the meaſure of the Temple, that was before 

_ * the Oracle, do not give them as the meaſure, 

*«.in length, of that Temple.” 

 _ Toithisobjection I anſwer; by the: following 
reſult from what has been already obſerved on 


our Author's. emendations and objections, that 


the number of cubits [excludes them from the 
Oracle and the oonnection of the paſſage con- 
fas dem 10 the Sexldury that they cannot 
au. DO . 


„ 
belong to the front of the Sanctuary in any 
ſenſe nor to the breadih.in any * 
to the height z. that they muſt therefore belong 
to the /ength.' If the meaſure! of length had not 
interfered with an Hypotheſis, Tchink, the Au- 
thor coud not ſo far have overlooked the fre- 
quency of this Ellipſis, as to make it the ocea- 
ſion of a doubt in the preſent paſſage. Joſephus, 
where he ſpeaks of the diviſion of the | houſe 
into two parts, one (the ade, or Holy of — 
lies) of twenty cubits, and the other (the wy 
1, or Holy place) of forty cubits long, 15 | 
above p. 16.) does not ſay ure m1yuy pin, nor 
TIS 4paxorra Y mnxe, but fimply' ene mayor, 
and marc MN: yet in theſe expreſſions the 
clliptical language does not prevent their mean. 
ing being conſidered as very clear and explicit; 
(ſee Supplement p. 94.) From this explicit teſ- 
timony of Joſephus there was an obvious re- 
ſource: perhaps he was miſtaxen; and un- 
« doubtedly he was, if we are to be guided by the 
« Scripture account. But in the Seripture ac- 
count; which comes neareſt to Joſephus} tlie 
| « paſſage is ſo difficult and obſcure, that it ſeems 

to be almoſt impoſſible to make any thingiout 
« of it with any tolerable degree of certainty. 
(p. o.) Yet admit the Ellipſis here, as it is un- 
derſtood in Joſephus; and all will be clear. 10 
would be eaſy to amaſs inſtances of this ellipſis 
e of Teng: if it 3 


ficient 


"4M - 
ficient to refer to a book in every body s hand, 
the Ellipſes Grace of Bos v. Mpces. The ground 
of the Ellipſis ſeems to be this, that of the two 
meaſures of length and breadth, where neither 
1s expreſſed, the greater e, that is, the 
| e is arme. 5 . 
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| 5 0 of the opinion ee in 
the preceding pages, that the Temple or Sanc- 
tuary was only forty cubits long. beſide the au- 
thorities already quoted, we have the atteſtation 


of Maimonides in a paſſage, which will be 


_—_— below, p. 3. and "of the Middotb ed. 
L'empercur, p. 163: alſo of Ribera de Templi 
Fabrica, p. 25. Lightipot, p. 20g and Lane 4 
| lib. vi. cap. 9- ſect. 3. 
On a review 8 of what bas wa a. 
vanced, it appears, , by. inference from the book 
of Chronicles, and expreſſly from the book of 
Kings, and the tranſlation of the Septuagint, 
from Ezekiel, from Joſephus,. Maimonides, the 
Middoth, and ſome of the moſt learned Hiſto- 
rians of the Temple, that the Sanctuary was 
only Forty cubits long; and therefore, (as the 
HFoly of Holies was twenty cubits,) that the fxty 
cubits mentioned in 1 Kings vi. 2. and 2 Chro- 
nicles iii. 3. as the length of be Houſe, which 
Solomon built for the Lord, was the length of 


the whole Houſe | in the e and the ſum of the 
two 


two dimenſions ; MW Ei 

clude. (Wha vas hefore 

grounds, ) t that the eie BY the. 4 

no part of the clear. dimenhons of the Neo 


F. 5. But if Hy cubits 2 * 15 tt or 
the . Houſeg that is, of the Sanctuary and 
Holy of Holies taken together, it will follow 
that 144 two parts 4 the Houſe, were not 

bulldings, but parts of one and the ſame 

ing. For there cannot be à doubt that ẽʒ 
þoiy cubite, was only one building: it 
is ——_ as one in che Supplement. There 
indeed it is aſſerted. to be the Sanctuary. But it 
is impoſſible that it ſhould be the Sanctuary 
alone, for that was only forty. eubits: and if it 
included the Sanctuary and Hoh of Ss 
then thoſe t two parts of the Houſe of, God muſt 
have conſtituted one and the fame. \byilding 
conſequently , the „ae of Scl on and 2 
babel were of the ſame length. This 18 4 ek 
cluſion,. which, the Hypotheſis of the Evidence 
cannot admit; the chief purpoſe, therefare of the 
Supplement is to prove that . the Hol of Ho- 
« lies was, no part of that Houſe, Which Fj 
* ſaid was fixty cubits in leng th, twenty in 
pe, breadth, and thirty z in height. (p. 97.) The 
object of gur Author in endeayouring 49 detsch 
the Holy of Holies from the Sanctuary vag to 

appropriate. the lixty cubits to the — £ 
F ut 


Caf» 


bur it appears from the preceding ſection, that 
5 the Sanctuary was only forty cubits long. If 
however any of my readers are not yet ſatisfied, 
chat the Sanctuary and Holies conſtituted toge- 
ther the ſome building, the ſame houſe of fixty 
cubits, to them I offer the following account 
| bf the reaſons propoſed in the Supplement for 
| ronlidering them as diſtinét buildings. 
1 P. 99. It is ſaid that if the Hol of Holies 
' were to. be conſidered as a. part the ame 

building with the Sanctuary, the Sanctuary coud 
not have been forty cubits, but muſt have been 
jeſs; for . the Holy of Holies was indiſputably 
** twenty. cubits in the clear, and if the wall di- 
« viding it from the other part was, as it is 
e ſuppoſed to have been, ve cubits in thicknels, 
5 the Temple before the Oracle could have been 
* only thirty five Fe, in W e 1. 0. in the 
Gore al i 

I there were any Mi in the ot ES it 
wanid make equally againſt the i cubits fot 
"the SanQtuary. Whether the Sanctuary and Holy 
of Roles be be eonfidened as ſeparate buildings B 
diſtin& parts of the ſame building, it makes no 
difference as to the partition wall. If the wall 
was, Foe cubits, and thoſe five cubits muſt be 
| reckoned 1 into the Sanctuary, this deduction from 
the whole number would be as inconſiſtent with 
ihe Opinion of the Sanctuary's being 60 cubits. 
as. Lo the common pn, that it was 40 
wh Cubits. 


REL I, 
Cubits. But our Author brings no authority 

for the ſuppoſition that the wall was five cubits: 
The Middoth ſays it was only one cubit + ' uttzus 
cubiti ſpatium intergerini parietit, p. 162. The 
learned and reſearching L' Empereur in his note 
on this paſſage gives no hint of any greater 

| ſpace than one cubit. To the authority of the 
Middoth we may add that of Maimonides, 'who 
ſays that this wall was one cubit thick. His teſ- 
e is very particular: I give it in the words 
of Lightfoot. In the Temple there was a wall, 
&« which parted between the Holy and moſt Holy 
4 place, a cubit thick, But when they builded 
e the ſecond Temple, they doubted whether the 
„ thickneſs of that wall belonged to the mea» 
* ſure of the Holy place, or to the meaſure of 
the moſt Holy place: therefore they made 
« the moſt holy place twenty cubits long com- 
&« pleat. And they made the Holy place forty 
« cubits long compleat. And they left a ſpace 
. betwixt he Holy place, and moſt Holy place 
© of a cubit breadth; and in the ſecond Temple 


they built not a wall there, but they made 


two veils, one at the end of the moſt Holy 
« place (Eaſtwards,) and the other at the end 
_ © of the Holy place (Weſtwards,) and between 
e them there was a cubits breadth, arcordin 
« zo rhe thickneſs of the wall, that bad been in 
* the firft Temple : but in the firſt Temple 
there was but one veil. ( the "Temple, 
p 870 vt 


FP z 0 p. 101 
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2. P. 101. . That the Oracle was no part of 
. « that houſe (of ſixty cubits,) there is a very | 
«ſtrong preſumptive argument, from the fifth 
ee verſe (of 1 Kings vi.) if the interpretation 
above given of the words py2n S377 99-y 
4% is a juſt one. For when it is ſaid he built 
« chambers round againſt the walls of the 
% Houſe, it is added, both of the Temple and 
« of the Oracle; which it would have been ſu- 
"MM ' perfluous to have ſaid, if the Oracle had been 
« portion of and not diſtinct from the one 
* here deſcribed.” 

The common tranſlation of man bw me | 
is is lf the Temple of the Houſe. Our Author 
objects to it, becauſe * it implies as if the Tem- 
« ple was only a portion of the Houſe of ſixty 
% cubits, which in his opinion was not the caſe.” 
The propriety of the Tranſlation depends on the 
reſult of the preſent queſtion, whether the houſe 
of ſixty: cubits included the Temple and Oracle, 
or only the Temple, and will therefore be beſt 
judged of at the concluſion of this Section. The 
paſſage in the fifth verſe inſtead of being an ar- 
gument againſt the Temple and Oracle's being 
parts of the ſame building, is, in my opinion, a 
ſtrong proof to the contrary, and as ſuch 1 be 
adduced below, p. 43. N 

3. P. 103. The Author compares v. 14. in 
which it is ſaid, 80 Solomon built the Houſe, 
_ £ (whoſe length was before mentioned as fixty 

60 “ cubits,) and finiſhed it; with v. 22. which 


concludes 


3-0: 3 

concludes. the een of the internal ſtructure 
of the Houſe. And the whole i Houſe he 
« overlaid with gold, until he had finiſhed all 
« the Houſe; and from thence concludes, that 
the houſe of - fixty. cubits was not all the houſe; 
but a diſtinct building from the Oracle. 


It ſhould have been noticed by the Author | 


that in v. 9. 10. it is ſaid, So he built the 


« Houſe and finiſhed it, and covered the Houſe 


« with beams and boards of cedar. And * 
«© he built chambers againſt a// the houſe: 


becauſe the houſe was finiſhed in a// its Fawn, | 


(for in v. 11. 12. it is ſaid, And the word of 
© the Lord came to Solomon, concerning this 
« Houſe, which thou art in building, if thou 
« wilt walk in my ſtatutes ”” &c.). but becauſe 
all that was finiſhed was the external. ſtruct ure. 


If the two verſes 10, and 22. be compared, it 


will appear, that both of them regard 4l the 
houſe, but in different relations. The verſes, 
which precede v. 15. relate to the external 
ſtructure of the Houſe mentioned in, v. 2. 
the verſes, which follow v. 14. relate to the i in 
ternal ſtructure and ornaments. Many, of the 
difficulties objected to this Chapter appear to 
ariſe from not attending to theſe different re- 
lations. | 
4. A new tranllatidn 3 Ih * 16th = is 
given (p. 102.) in conformity to the opinion 
that the Oracle or Holy of Holies was a diſ- 
tint building from the n Moreover 


ce he 


i "a * 2" IL Aa - te oe”; OT PR. 1 ada 2 * Ce 3 . . : 
1. * — 7 — . * . 25 * — 6 7 ron wt 2. 
P : ET” EEE 


(8) 
« he built twenty cubits on the ſides of the 
| & Houſe, both the floor and the: walls, with 
6 boards of cedar. He even built them for it 
* within, even for the Oracle, even for the moſt 
* holy place.” By ſome writers theſe twenty 


 rubits of cedar are conſidered as relating to the 


partition-wall ; by moſt, as the wainſcoating and 
flooring, with which the infide of the 'Oracle 


| was covered; but by all, except our Author, as 


relating to the i»/ide of the building. He dif- 
| poſes of them very differently. Inſtead of <* he 
* built twenty cubits on the ſides of the houſe,” 
he corrects the tranſlation thus: * he built 
* twenty cubits from the ſides of the houſe,” 
chat is, he ſays, he carried on the ſide walls of 


* the Houſe he had before deſcribed as built 


"* and finiſhed, twenty cubits further. 
If the Sanctuary and Holy of Holies were 


n ue but ſixty cubits, as, I think, appears 


| from the fourth Section of theſe Remarks, theſe 
additional twenty cubits of our Author muſt fall 


to the ground. But even if the dimenſions of 


the Houſe would admit the ſenſe imputed to 
this paſſage, that ſenſe does not ſeem ſuſceptible 


of the parapraſe, which is gloſſed upon it, he 
carried on the fide walls of the houſe. To build 


twenty cubits from rhe fides of a building is not, 
'F preſume, to continue the Jength of a building, 
but to add fo much to the breadth. In the next 
place the materials with which theſe twenty 
cubits were bog; were boards of cedar. E 
: tne 
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the ſtructure previouſly, deſcribed, was built 


with walls of flous and it is not probable, 


that it ſhould. be continued and finiſhed, eſpe- 


cially the moſt ſacred part of it, with walls of 


wood. And laſtly. it ſeems, ſufficiently evident 
from what has been ſaid under the rhird Ohjec= 
tion, p. 37. that the paſſage in queſtion v. 16. 


relates. intirely to the internal ſtructure. 


5. The difference of materials with Which 
the Temple and Oracle were floored, is conſis 


dered as a proof, that the Oracle made no part 


of the Houſe of fxty cubits. (p. 103.) — The 


Temple was floored with fir, and che Oracle 
with cedar, therefore the Temple and Oracle 
| were not parts of the ſame Houſe.— It is almoſt 


needleſs to obſerve, that here is a diſtinction of 
circumſtance, not a real difference. It is, that 
ſort of difference, which, the Logician fays, 
facit alteratum, non alterum. To urge the dif- 
ſerence of flooring, to the extent of our Authors 


objection, has the fame conſequence as to ſay, 
that if the Eh of a Church be laid with ſtone, 


and the Chancel with marble, the S and 
Chancel are not parts of the fame Church. 

6. The difference between the height of the 
Sanctuary and the Holy of Hohes is NE as a 
deciſive proof, that they were diſtinct buildings. 


If the Oracle had been a part of the Houſe 


* mentioned 1 Kings vi. 2. it ie dun have been 


44 as that WAS, Kari cubits i in height; ; whereas 


e c it 


( 4) 

it is expreſsly aid, that it was only tuen 
ue in the height thereof. p. g6liun ot + 

This argument is repeated and urged in-ſeve- 
ral parts of the Supplement (p. 95. 96. 97.99. 
103.) 1; think, witli greater than 
it deſerves. If it were leſs eaſy to reooncile 
the difference of dimenſions than it is, it would 
be more reaſonable to aſcribe the difficulty to 
the want of ſome information on the ſubject, 
than bo) pied it at all in competition with the 
other evidence, Which we poſſeſs, that the Sano. 
tuary and Holy of Holies were parts of the ſame 
building, the ſame houſe of ſixty cubits. But 
the difficulty is not ſo deſperate. The following 
however is our-Author's/account of it p. 96. 9). 
40 Others have conceited; that there was a falſe 
« roof, in order to lower it [the Oracle] to the 
height only of twenty eubits. But this is all 
8 "ſod at random, and without any kind of au- 

1% thority whatever; and beſides, is too abſurd 
« to, have any degree of probability. Solomon 
« ſyrely 1 muſt have been a moſt wretched archi- 
« fect, to have erected a building thirty cubits 
& in height, which he knew u be ten cu- 
= bits higher than he had any occaſion for- Is 
it conceiyable that any man, ſkilful and in- 
« telligent, as was Solomon, who wanted a 
building twenty cubits high, ſhould erect it 
* thirty, or the. ſake of lowering it to the 
« 1. ene * means of a falſe 1 
6 


. 
The very great abſurdity of this conceit ef. 
« fectually deſtroys it. A ſurediy therefore the 


% Holy of Holies was no part of that — SY 


_ « which'it is ſaid was fixty cubits in 1 
twenty ĩn breadth, and thirty in height. 
The difference of dimenſions in the height of, 
the Temple and Oracle, to allow. the moſt of 
it, amounts only to the ſame ſort of difference 
mentioned under the laſt objection: it produces 
2 diſtinction of circumſtance in the two parts 
of the Houſe, but does not make them diſtinct 
Houſes. The height of the building as men- 
tioned in v. 2. and 1 in the ſtate, which it is de- 


ſeribed in from v. 4. to v. 10. incluſive, was 


throughout, in the clear, thirty cubits high. 
Two thirds of the building, that is, the whole 
extent of the Sanctuary, continued at its original 
height in the clear. But in order to give to the 
dimenſions of the Holy of Holies, the ſame. 
proportions, which it had in the Tabernacle of 
Moſes, that is, the meaſure of a cube, the height, - 
in the clear, was neceſſarily lowered from thirty 
cubits to twenty, to make it commenſurate with 
its breadth, and length. The whole building was 
twice as long, and twice as wide as the Taber- 
nacle, both in the Sanctuary and Holy of Holies; 


and in the latter alſo, twice as high. The height 


of the Holy of Holies was regulated by its length 
and breadth. But the form of the Tabernacle did 
not impoſe 


as it did on the Holy of Holies: the Sanc- 
"hag 6G ES tuary 


the ſame limitations on the Sanctuary 
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ay 


ary. of the Temple therefore was, three tne 
25 Rigi as the Holy place: of the Tabernacle, 
Ia the Tabernacle; * neh was / carri .d 
the ghllaven of Iſrael in their wandrings 
s, the height was reſtrained b the i 
ceflity. of Gonoyanits 3 therefore che ph 
Karge 


was not higher than the moſt holy 
in the Temple, which Solomon GE Jeruſa- 
lem, no ſuch neceſſity exiſting, the Sanctuary 5 
was one third higher, in the clear, than the 
Holy of Holies: though the whole frame of the 
e ww of the fone exterior dimenſions, * 


; 1 5 2 * 1 2 
_ * 


2 — 


y 


13 
11 


— SA eel rd } 'F 


1 16 nov / laid beſbrs the aller the an 
arguments advanced in the Supplement to proye 
that the Sanctuary and the Holy of Holies were 
not parts of the ſame building: and, I think, 
haye ſhewn. their invalidity. 10 the evidence, 
which I have brought in oppoſition to thoſe 
arguments, I ſubjoin the following additional 
reaſons, for thinking that the £ anctuary and Holy 
of Holies were parts of the ſame bulking, the 
ſame houſe of ſixty « cubits. 

In the firſt place it appears from tho ſeparate | 
deſcription of the external and internal ſtructure 
of the Houſe, as aboye ſtated p. 37. that each 
deſcription relates to the whole ho due, that is, 
to both the 2 the Oracle. The de- 
ſcription. of the internal ſtructure obviouſly 1 in- 
cludes- - both, a8 diſtin ow in the deſcription, 

and 


4 


and as one houſe | in the concluſion, The PRE 
ſcription, -of the extern ſtructute * 


ow 1 "as ft | + . Rem 0 


Ry? heres nel. 4 bo. 
yet, e 721 in the conclu Ban at ono 
houſe. ' In . 5. it it is ſaid, And againft the 
« walls of the Ha = he built Chambers round 
« about, againſt- the walls of the Houſe roumd 
« 07 both. of the Temple and tbe Oracle. 
This paſſage, as was before mentioned, p. 36. 
is produced in the Supplement as a riws: pre» 
ſumptive argument, that the. Oracle was not a 
part of the ſame Houſe with the Temple, hut 
| dingt building: yet to me it ſeems à clear 
proof that the Temple and Oracle were parts 

q the fame building. Nothing can be more 
manifeſt than that 2 Houſe mentioned in v. 3. 
4. 6. 7. &c. is one and the fame with the houſe 
of ſixty. cubits mentioned in v. 2. It is den 
neceſſary to the Author's hypotheſis that it 
ſhould be confidered as the ſame. And it can- 
not be conceived that he houſe mentioned in 
v. 5. in the midſt of this account, without any 
diſtinguiſhing term annexed to it, ſhould not 
have the fame meaning as in the = ig 1-9] 
and p preceding verſes. . v. 2 And be Houſe, 
„which king Solomon -built for the Lord, he 
K lengt Ro een thferſcore C its, and the 
C broadly ted cubits, and nk og 
5 3. An 


„ 

« 3. And the Porch: before the Temple of the 
40 Houſe, twenty cubits was the length thereof, 
ing to the breadth of r Howe; ' arid 
cc necheubich Wis the breadth thereof, beſore the 
% Boche! 4 And fot rhe Houſe he tnade ihdows | 
* of narrow lights. 5. And againſt the wall of 
„ he) Houſe he built chambers round about; 

. àgainſt the walls of the houſe round about, 
both of the Temple, and vf the Oracle: and 
ih made chambers round about. 6. The ne- 
«.thermoft' chamber was five cubits broad, and 
the middle was ſix cubits broad, and the third 
«was' feven cubits broad: for without in the 
* wall of the Houſe he made narrowed reſts 
fund about, that the beams ſhould not be 
« fuſtened in the walls of the Houſe. 7. And 
Ine Houſe," when it was in building &. If 
the houſe in v. 5. be the ſame with that in 
v. 2!" the Temple and Oracle become equiva- 
lent to that houſe, by neceſſity of conſtruction: 


hd) ma art r YP- DU, againſt the 


walls the houſe round about, againſt the Temple 
and aguinſt abe Oracle, or as the Engliſh tranſla- 
tion renders it, both of the Temple and f the Ora- 
cle. As the appellation of 75e Houſe, though ap- 
plicable to both parts of the Houſe, both the 
Temple and the Oracle, ſeems to have belonged 
peculiarly to the Temple, as be greuter houſe, 
or 'greater part of the houfs, and being the 
common entrance to both f parts, (juſt as the 

N tho gh the ey) mn the whole 
: yours 5 


ani ee eee Halber 
10 me wall of the Houſt, to add. bothiof the 
40 Temple and the Oratle. " But, further, when 
it is ſaid vy. y. that Chainbers were built agait 
the walls of The Houſt, it means tbe Hauſe gf the 
Lord mentioned in v. 2:74. 44 When it is faidy 
in the ſame verſe;- that Chambers were bult 
againſt the walls of the Honfßg round about, it 
muſt; mean the whole! Houſe, including the 
Sanctuary and Holy of Holies; becauſe as the 
danctuary was not a detached building from the 
Holy of Holies, Chambers coud not have been 
built round it, without including the Holy of 

Holies. Therefore tbe Honfe of the Lord men- 
tioned in v. 2. as conſiſting of ſixty cubits" in 
length, muſt hay are the W — 
Holy of Holies. N | 

It ſhould: be- obſer 5 likewife,” chat Pr] 

% houſe (mentioned in v. yl which is the fame. 

with that in v. 2.) when it was in tnrilding 
« was built of ſtone; made ready before it wW•asS 
brought thither, ſo that there was neither 
« hammer. nor ax, nor any tool of iron heard 
in the houſe, While it was in building. It 
is not probable! that a circumſtance of ſo much 
reyerence to the Deity ſhould have been re · 

| corded of the Sancary only, and not of the 

Holy of Hclies; which would be the eaſe, if 
this houſe of ſixty cubits had not included both 

= Ty nad. the Oracle. Indeed if che 
Houſe, 


1 
Wy, ü eee eee 
- v5 95 102.) chere is no accox pt gt al 
of the building of the Foy of Holies ; for, as 
was remarked þ before, all L e deſcription, och 
follows v. 14. relates t the inlide {ting u 
m 1enfions of | of tl 
Not to mention, chat 1 the . Holy. of 
from v. JE to v. 14. then the Holy of 
9655 made no part of the Houſe, which Ring 
Salomon built Ver 0 Lord and God's pro- 
miſe, mentioned in v. 12: 13. was withholden 
from chat part of the Houle, Which he as 
mate eſpecially to fill with his vinhle preſence, 
— There is a circumſtance reſpecting the ſepa 
rate deſcription of the þui{ding . of the Houle, 
and the fitring up of the two parts of it, which, 
L think, - deſerves to be remarked, becauſe: an 
inattention to it ſeems to have milled. our Au- 
that into the ſuppoſition, that the account from 
v. 2. v. 15. which includes the exterior building 
af the whole houſe, related only to the Sanc- 
ae It is this. The different degrees of ſane- 
tory! in cb two parts, and the e 112 
regt Gifte 

me! in the internal arrangements And Appara- 
tus; The two parts therefore of the Hauſe i n 
the inſide are diftinguithed from each other , by 
thei" ſeparate deſoriptions. But the, 'exterior 
e Une. two parts of the houle' was SE 
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came under one : deſcription. 205 : 1 Tp * 1 4 fr in 

The language of x Kings, vi. 3. ad E zakiel 
Ave 746. Dit ſuns 
e end Oracle. were 


xe Temp 9 00 4 part of the Houſe 

of ſixty cubits Fee N , the Hue. 
In Ezekiel it is faid « ere he brought 
« me to the Turi and he meaſured che 
40 length tRereof forty eubits, and the breadth” 
« twenty. cubits. Then, he went id wũ] ũ R: 5 
« and he meaſured the length thereof twenty 
40 u and the breadth, twenty cubits, within 
« the Temple. ”” See the whole- paſſage: proven 
p. 19, and the note. He went from the Tem- 
« ple inbard to the Holy of Holies expreſſes.” 
the paſſage from "Part of a Houſe to anothet, 
not from one building to another. The -ẽ¾ w6 
parts of the Na were ſeparated from each. other. 
by a partition of a cubit's thickneſs in Solomon's, 
Temple, and in Zerubbabel's/ only by two yves 
with the fame ſpace between them. In 1 Kings 
vi. 27. the Oracle is called the inner Some. Je- 
ſephus a pplies the ſame term to the Oracle ( 
db ey eic) in the paſſage before quoted p- 16. 
where he ſays. that Solomon ſeparated, the macs - 
into two parts, or eurer 3 the. inner Bouſe, or the 
moſt holy place, and the houſe. of forty, pubits; 
or the holy phecy he does not fay We _ 
ouſes, 


ry cabin, which dan. nd 
clude arth — loving: thſtimonies of 

| learned inquirers into the ſubject, ho are not 
accuſtomed to tale things upon iruft. Dota 8 . 
Lamy ſays, Circa menſuras tot 

4 parietum ejus nulla eſt diſtcultas; alas Baud 
«© deſinit Scriptura lib. 3. Regum cap. 6. v. 2. 
*. Domus autem quam ædiſicabat Rex Solomon 
« Domino, habebat ſexaginta cubitos in longitudi- 
ene. Scriptor complectitur ur RAM PAR- 
* TEM ſanctam et ſanctiorem. Et viginti cubites 

« in latitudine, et triginta cubitos in altitudine. 

v Cum dixiſſet fecundam partem, ſive Sanctum 

. Sanctorum, habuiſſe viginti cubitos, adjungit 

1 U 17. Porro quadraginta cubitorum erat ipſun 
««,Templum pro. foribus Oraculi. In fonte no- 

% minatur 9% belal, nempe pars ſancta, quæ 
**erat pro foribus Sancti Sanctorum, quod. et 
* Qtaculum nominabatur. Nunc deeſt in fonte 
40 W Devir : quam ibi vocem legit Hig- 

| aymus et ante eum Græci Interpretes. De 
7; ee Federis, de Sancta Civitate: Jeru- 
falem,- et de Templa-tjus, lib. vi. c. ix. ſect. 3. 
Sir Iſaac Newton ſays, (They went up from 


nenn * er 
| a 


q =: 


« n the — — — 
and ninety long, including a building of trea- 
"_ ar" on” — E 
« hundred cubits long. The Chronology . 
cient Kingdoms amended, c. 5. N. 7. ; ET er Wis- | 

« the Body of the Temple twenty —— 
«and _ cubits long, including the Hol of 
66 Holes. * 1 he ere n * v. 
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I think I have now abundantly ſhewn that 
the Sanctuary and Holy of Holies were not diſ- 
tint buildings, but parts of one and the ſame 
building, the ſame Houſe of ther Lord : that 
the Sanctuary and Holy of Holies together were 
but ſixty cubits in the en that the Sanc- 
tuary was but forty cubits : — that-the-Porch 
before the Houſe was not included in the clear 
dimenſions of the Houſe : — that the whole in- 
terior ſpace of the Houſe, and of the Porch be- 
fore it, was but ſeventy cubits:— an that the 
whole N — from nn nnn 

5 H : It 


( 50 ) 

CT is therefore evident that as the vas of So- 
ubs 

4 Zerubbabel's was of the ſame pe He: 
rod coud have added nothing to the length of 
Zerubbabel's a to mkke-it equaltoJolonon's; 
and therefore that a Nu e rey Viv, A rA 
To way epyer, &. in the narrative of Joſeph us do 
nec to enlarge it, but that he took down the 
whole ; and that eyerge rey v zaTaoRaud ay rer 
ve, &c. mean that he rebuilt the Temple; and 
conſequently that Wat has not. been mit- 
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AT. e of he rem Pos 
on the Evidence, on comparing che reſult of 


the Evidence with the narrative of Joſephus, 


though I ſa not the leaſt room to doubt of the 
common interpretation of the Hiſtorian, I ac- 


know ledged my apprehenſion of ſome undiſco- 
red fallacy in my Remarks, becauſe I ſaw in the 
Evidence and the Remarks oppoſite concluſions 


drawn from the moſt common points. of gram- 


matical conſtruction. It was indeed like the 
_ unreaſonable apprehenſion that ſhould induce 


any one to doubt the evidence of his ſenſes in 


attempting to prove the exiſtence of day-light 


in the blaze of noon day. But the Continuation * 


has taught me to diſmiſs theſe reluctant appre- 


henfions. I do not therefore heſitate to affirm, 
that the Evidence reſpecting Hoſe ephus 1 is defec- 


tive in its principle, irregular in its premiſſes, 


and erroneous in all its concluſions. To what 
I have advanced in proof of this opinion in the 
preceding and former Remarks, I beg to add 


the following general remarks on the Eu! 
HERS eee. w_ : cont ola 
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. The Author takes for granted (for he 
cer has not proved) that the propheey of 
Haggai regards the perſonal appearance of the 
Meſſiah in Zerubbabels Temple, and therefore 
concludes/ that the: Temple coud never have 
been taken down e the . 'of our 
Saviour. 
e Lie, bes fer paste that — 


N. Ss 


Wich chat Propheey Herod coud-not have taken 
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common 


don of Zerubbabel's Temple would have de- 


down the Temple and rebuilt it, and therefore 
coneludes, that Joſephus in his relation of He- 
ee e dee ee deen a 
he did. 
Ho! He.contends thereſore, in 6ppoſitidh __ 
atical meaning of fuch terms as 
— it Meg r 
Joſephus dove not mean that Herod took. down. 
the Temple and rebuilt it. 


4. Upon the. ſuppoſition that the ut 


feated the Prophecy of Haggai, he contends 
chat if Joſephus means that Herod took down 
the Temple, either Joſephus was a falſs Hiſto- 
rian or Haggai a falſe prophet, without proving 
| the neceſſity of the alternative. Nee — 5 — 
The ſource of our Author's difficulties with 
reſpe& to Herod's Temple and the relative di- 
menſions of Solomon's and Zerubhabel's Tem : 
ples, ſeems to have been in not diſtinguiſhing 
nn the' intefior damenticas of the 


s; 


ER 
ss; nob the noe frem the ies The - for 
_ overſight ſeems te have gwen riſe to his-opinien 
that Solomon's a was ferty cubits longer chan 5 
Zernbbabel's, and to his H of 'Herad's 
repairs" und addirions"\6 the Temple: but the 
latter has extended to à greater number of par- 
ticnlars. 1 wil mention Hina the prineipaP'; 
bute ——ůů ye Inquiry. 
1. Ouf Author thought of the dg, in which 
Chriſt was prefent, when he contended agaiuſt 
the demolition of the mer, in which Chriſt never 
was preſerit, nor coud be preſent. 
, Bi . 
Wed ſæys, that if the ney were only forty 
eubits in length, then the Houſe, & the 
% GREAT and wonderful Houſe, which Solo- 
mon built for the God, Who is AT above 
* all gods,” (11 Chron, 2.) will appear to have 
« been 4 Hang n _— feet in e 
Suppl. p. 

3. He — to the vero, whine belongs to 
the l, where he ſpeaks of * upwards of one 
hundred and fourſcore thouſand artifieers and 

*© workmen bein g employed for ſeven years toge- 
ther in the ſiraRtire of this bauble, wonderful 
« only on account of its littleneſs.”” Sp. p. 10. 

4. He thought of the %, in the'ary ag of 


which the common offices of prayer, a 
the Scriptures, preſentations &. were 
ed, where he n the ſuſpenſion | of ſuch 


offices 


1 


offices as an argument againſt the demolition. of | 
the rag, in which theſe offices were not "I ; 


formed. Evidence, p. 7. 


5. He applies to the vas what n 8 


the ispoy, where he ſays that the Porch (TAG 

of the „aeg, the eaſtern part of the Houſe, was 
the Game with the ETOA avarouxy, Which — 
the eaſtern portico of the outer court of the 
Temple. Continuation &c. p. 33 * 
From theſe 7apogapars proceeded the follow-. 
ing peculiarities of opinion, which are the ſtrong - 


holds of our Author's Evidence reſpecting ee 


pbus, and therefore required better reaſons than 
imperfe& inferences, and better authority than 
gratuitous ſuppoſitions, to PREP. them 11 0 
_ of Controverſy :. a 
1. That Solomon's „e was one hundred e cu- 
bits draw in the clear, which has uſually been 
conſidered as en one hundred cubits from out 
4% out, 

2. That the Sandtuary was junk cublts long, 
inſtead of fort. 

3. That the Holy of Holies made no , part of 
the Houſe which Solomon built for the Lord. 

4. That the twenty cubits of the Porch 1 
tered into the length of the Houſe, inſtead of 
into the breadth. _ 

That the partition-wall hetween the Sawe⸗ 
tuary and Holy of Holies, was A. cubits broad, 
inſtead of one e cubit. CVVT 
# | CCCP 
THE END. 8 


